The struggle for political hegemony in early modern Europe was not solely pursued by military means. The many layered antagonistic claims -often motivated by religious and political ambitions, within Europe and beyond its borders -lead to a variety of theories which aimed to foster claims for political influence and hegemony. Universal monarchy and balance of power are the two main concepts which can be discerned as the principal strategies employed in the strife, if not for Empire, at least for hegemony. The study of religion and Empire is closely related to the claims to universal monarchy, as it was this concept which not only claimed legitimate dominion over the world, but in doing so, commanding the role of purveyor of order and peace. Catholicism was used to re-enforce the claim to empire. However, during the process of state building in the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, universal monarchy was increasingly challenged and eventually superseded by the alternative idea of a balance of power, as a means of organising the emerging European state system. 1 Indeed, among most political thinkers of the seventeenth century the idea of universal monarchy had lost its constructive political value and was mostly used polemically. 2 Theories which attempted to found interstate relations and peace in Europe upon the concepts of universal monarchy or the universal supremacy of the Catholic Church played a minor part in international political thought. Instead the idea of a balance of power as the best means to organise the European state system gained traction among political thinkers in this period.
T. Campanella, A Discourse, p. 25. In his concept of universal monarchy Dante had separated imperial and church authority as these were in his view the main reasons for the antagonistic factions within Italy at the time of his writing. In this respect Campanella pursued a different strategy and emphasised the importance of the Catholic Church for the Spanish project of universal monarchy. In any case it should be noted that "the universal Empire had never been anything but a dream; the universal Church had to admit that the defense of the individual state took precedence over the liberties of the Chruch or the claims of the Christian commonwealth". J. R. Strayer together also the Christian Princes, to consult about the recovery of those Countreys they have lost, and are at this day in the hands of Hereticks, and Turks". 12 T. Campanella, A Discourse, p. 27: "the Indians had violated the Law of Nature, the King of Spain invading them upon the Interest of the Christian Religion , (whose Handmaid the Law of Nature is) their Country is his lawful possession". 13 T. Campanella, A Discourse, p. 25. Despite Campanella's emphasis on strengthening the power of the Spanish king, his main concern might have been the Catholic Church and its spiritual world dominance. Since the Spanish Monarchy was the leading Catholic power of Campanella's time, he might have wanted to position the Spanish monarchy as the political and military instrument for the Catholic Church's dominance. 14 False promises played as large a role in these endeavours as straightforward bribery did.
Sully's frustration with France's inability to make headway in forming an alliance with the English against the Habsburgs under the reign of King James repeatedly comes to the fore in his Memoirs.
Sully relates, for instance, how he had to find his way through the labyrinth of competing interests pursued by the various factions at the English court, which "was full of Suspicion, Mistrust, To what extent this strategy would be able to convince those invited to join the alliance is difficult to assess. However, it is more likely that it displayed "Sully's scarcely disguised intention of confirming the primacy of France". 60 Sully tries hard to counteract such an impression by stressing the fact "that though England, and the United Provinces, should use their utmost Efforts of which they are capable against the House of Austria, unless they were assisted even by the whole Force of the French Monarchy, on whom the chief Management of such a War must fall for many Reasons; 76 Sully had no doubt himself that such a dramatic change could only be achieved by war.
War thus represented not the ultima ratio but the necessary means to break Habsburg hegemony.
Sully is clear from the outset of his Memoirs that conquest is a perfectly acceptable way to acquire rights of dominion in the international sphere. 77 But his assessment of war is at times contradictory, as he also asserts that he is "from repeated Experience, convinced, that the Happiness of Mankind can never arise from War". 78 Nevertheless, the changes he considered necessary for the establishment of the representative body of the European states were a preliminary step which posed the greatest obstacle to the realisation of the Grand Design. Given that at the time of this work Europe had already been at war for almost two decades, the prospect of using war to reorganise the European state system at the end of the current war may have been seen as much more acceptable, as it meant that a new war need not be launched to achieve the goals of the Grand Design. War aims, after all, could be formulated in the context of the ongoing war. Both, Sully and Campanella argued that the balance of power and universal monarchy respectively were the best means to avoid conflict and to achieve peace in Europe. However, not surprisingly, both men foremost pursued the interest of their king. Both concepts were used to advance the interest of France and Spain respectively, and both concepts aimed to make these interests more palatable to the other European powers within the state system. Not only were the interests of France and Spain pitched against each other, but so were also the theoretical arguments which underscored them. 82 However, the concept of interest itself was increasingly analysed by political
Writing after the Peace of Westphalia Samuel Pufendorf is the one who deserves recognition for advancing the reflection on the theoretical tools of international political thought. Pufendorf argued that to conceive of the various competing interests of states within a system of states allowed to consider these interests in a different framework. 83 For him the strict notion of absolute sovereignty was applicable neither to the Holy Roman Empire nor to interstate relations. On the former, he famously concluded that "the best account we can possibly give of the Present State of Germany, is to say, That it comes very near a System of States, in which one Prince or General of the League excells the rest of the Confederation". 84 What he effectively argued for was a system-based concept of sovereignty which would allow states to enter into agreements without giving up their sovereignty entirely. A "system results when several neighbouring states are so connected by perpetual alliance that they renounce the intention of exercising some portions of their sovereign power, above all those which concern external defence, except with the consent of all, but apart from this the liberty and independence of the individual states remain intact". 85 The state is meant to understand and pursue the long term interest. Pufendorf distinguishes between the office and the person holding the office, which means that "a certain Method of governing" is prescribed to the person of the ruler. 86 Pufendorf thus reformulates the concept of interest, which in his account becomes less subjective, because it needs to be perceived within the framework of a system of states. In his criticism of the balance of power doctrine the Abbé Saint Pierre developed this argument further. We can, therefore, discern an important shift in the way interstate relations are discussed in the middle of the seventeenth century. The concepts of universal monarchy and balance of power were not sufficiently able to reflect the increasing complexities of European interstate relations.
